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REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration in view of the amendment and following 
remarks. The applicant is filing this response in view of the requirement of the interview 
summary. Support for amended claim 1 can be found in the specification at paragraph no. 9 of 
the publication. Support for the reaction temperature being at least 150°C can be found in 
original claim S. 

Claims 1 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by WO 01/17931 
Oiercinafter "WO '931") (using Braun et al, U.S. Patent No. 6^521,199 as unofficial English 
translation (hereinafter "Braun '199")). Claims 1 and 8 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Braun ' 199. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Woole et al, U.S. Patent No. 3,687.626 (heremafter "Woole"). Claims 1-19 are rejected under 
35U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WO '931 or Braun 499, either one in view of 
Bisignani et al. U.S. Patent No. 3,320,030 (hereinafter **Bisignani"). Claims 1-7 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Woole in view of Bisignani. The applicant 
respectfully disagrees. 

The applicant thanks the Examiner for conducting the interview on July 27, 2006, The 
applicant discussed the rejections and the scope of the claims. The applicant believed that the 
claims were patentable over the prior art for the reasons stated in the Amendment filed July 24^ 
2006 and the Examiner disagreed. The Examiner suggested further revievvdng the application. 

Upon further review of the application, the applicant has amended claim 1 and believe 
that claim 1 is patentable because Braun *199 teaches away from the claimed reaction 
temperature. 
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Braun ' 199 at col. 1. line 66 through col. 2, Ime 2 states, 



It is advantageous to carry out the regeneration in an autoclave or 
pressurized vessel with the addition of HF at an elevated temperature 
rangmg from 80 to 120^C .. 



The 6 examples are at a reaction temperature of lOO^C. There is no suggestion to have a 



higher temperature over 120 let alone 150'C as is required by the applicant's claimed 
invention. Brawn * 1 99 therefore teaches away from the applicant's claimed invention. The 
applicant does not believe there would be any motivation to modify the reaction temperature of 
Braun M99. For the above reasons, these rejections should be withdrawn. 

In view of the above amendment, applicant believes the pending application is in 
condition for allowance. 

Applicant believes no fee is due with this response. However, if a fee is due» please 
charge our Deposit Account No. 03-2775, under Order No. 1 3 146-00002-US from which the 
undersigned is authorized to draw. 




CONNOLLY HOVE LODGE & HUTZ LLP 
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